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J^ L !h G ~ • ]) L ! nder the P lenar y Powers: 

, The specific name riteae Krepkoeorskava icm t u 
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N ames ,n Zoology with the Name Number 2713 Sp<ic,fic 
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Name Numbers specified: bpecific Names m Zoology with the 
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witei McIntosh & McIntosh, 1935, as published in the 
inomen Litosoma witei (an unjustified emendation 
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[{ re Skijabin & Shikhobalova, 1945 as published in th ~ 
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correspondence, the application was signed by Dr Duke and five of 
his colleagues and submitted formally on 28 October 1976, The 
urgency of the case was stressed because of the prevailing confusion 
in the spelling of the name of this species, which is widely used in 
medical parasitology for screening filaricidal drugs. An agreed text 
was sent to the printer on 16 February 1978 and published on 31 
July 1978 in Bull zool Nom. vol. 35, pp. 51-54. Public notice 
of the possible use of the plenary powers was given in the same part 
of the Bulletin as well as to the statutory serials and to eight other 
serials. No comment was received. 


DECISION OF THE COMMISSION 

On 20 August 1979 the members of the Commission were 
invited to vote under the Three-Month Rule on Voting Paper 
(1979) 16 for or against the proposals set out in Bull zool Nom. 
vol. 35, pp. 52-53. At the close of the voting period on 20 
November 1979 the state of the voting was as follows: 

Affirmative Votes — fifteen (15) received in the following 
order: Melville, Vokes, Alvarado, Mroczkowski, Willink, Tijapitzin, 
Tortonese, Welch, Brinck, Bemardi, Habe, Dupuis, Corliss, Nye, 
Cogger (proposals (1) and (2) only) 

Negative Votes --five (5): Holthuis, Sabrosky, Hahn,Heppell, 
Bayer. A late negative vote was received from Kraus and late affir¬ 
mative votes from Halvorsen and Starobogatov. Ride was on leave 
of absence. No vote was returned by Binder. 

The following comments were sent in by members of the 
Commission with their voting papers: 

Holthuis: The arguments against using the original spelling 
for the specific name seem very feeble. It seems best to stick to the 
original spelling, unless the Commission wants to be swamped with 
similar requests'. 

Sabrosky: ‘Most authors seem not to have realised that wite, 
after Dr Wite, is a noun in apposition, Article 1 lg(i)(2), and does 
not need to be altered to the genitive case’. 

Hahn: M can see no reason to change the original spelling. 
That name can be understood to be a noun in apposition. To 
change the “vv” to a ‘V' is an unjustified emendation. Authors are 
obliged neither to use the genitive form of a personal name, nor to 
use only one transliteration from the Cyrillic alphabet’. 
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Bernardi: ‘II n’y a pas lieu d’hesiter entre un point mineur 
cTorthographe originale et l’interet d’une nomenclature stable pour 
une espece d’importance medicale.’ 

Cogger: ‘While agreeing with the intent of the application, I 
cannot agree with the solution proposed, which seems unnecessarily 
complex. Certainly I object to unjustified emendations being 
placed on the Official Index when it does not seem necessary to do 
so. However, I would be prepared to vote for parts (1) and (2) of 
the application if the majority of the members of the Commission 
favoured that course. But I vote against part (3) of the application.’ 

Heppell: ‘The applicants have demonstrated that there has 
been no consensus of orthography, and the original spelling is 
evidently intentional and acceptable. The important matter is for 
the Commission to stabilise the spelling one way or the other.’ 

Bayer: ‘1 see no merit in the request to suppress this legally 
established name, which was proposed in the form of a noun in 
apposition and spelled in accordance with the surname of the 
person honoured as given in the original German text; the Cyrillic 
spelling of the lady’s name was not given. There was no legal basis 
for correcting “w” to “v” or for altering the name to a genitive 
form, masculine or feminine. 1 oppose the request to suppress a 
name, legally proposed in good faith, because of variations that 
have resulted from subsequent tampering. I may also point out 
that the original combination published by Krepkogorskaya in 1933 
was Litomosa wite, not Litosoma, and the spellings cited in pro¬ 
posals (1 )a, (2) and (3)a-d are wrong.’ [This has been attended to in 
the present ruling. R.V.M.] 


ORIGINAL REFERENCES 

The following are the original references to names placed on 
an Official List and Official Index by the ruling given in the present 
Opinion: 

vite, Litosoma , Skijabin & Shikhobalova, \948, Opredelitel’parazi- 
ticheskikh nematod, spiruraty i filyareti, Moscow, p. 227 
viteae, Dipetalonema , Bain, 1967, Ann. Parasitol hum. comp. vol. 
42, p. 212 

vitei, Litosoma , Sassuchin, Tiflow & Schulz, 1935, Zeitschr. 
Parasitenk., vol. 7, p. 636 

wite, Litomosa, Krepkogorskaya, 1933, Zool. Anzeiger, vol. 102, 

p. 88 

witei, Litosoma , McIntosh & McIntosh, 1935, Proc. helminthol 
Soc. Washington vol. 2, p. 62. 
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CERTIFICATE 

I hereby certify that the votes cast on V.P.(79)16 were cast 
as set out above, that the proposal contained in that voting paper 
has been duly adopted under the plenary powers, and that the 
decision so taken, being the decision of the International 
Commission on Zoological Nomenclature, is truly recorded in the 
present Opinion No. 1158. 

R.V. MELVILLE 
Secretary 

International Commission on Zoological Nomenclature 

London 
15 January 1980 


